HEIDEGGER




MINDFULNESS




Ted Sadler is Adviser to the Athlone Contemporary European Thinkers
series on the translations of works by Martin Heidegger.

Also available from Continuum

Heidegger, Towards the Definition of Philosophy
Heidegger, The Essence of Truth
Heidegger, The Essence of Human Freedom



MINDFULNESS

Martin Heidegger

Translated by Parvis Emad and Thomas Kalary

AN

continuum



Continuum International Publishing Group

The Tower Building 80 Maiden Lane
11 York Road Suite 704
London SE1 7NX New York, NY 10038

www.continuumbooks.com
This English translation © Continuum 2006

This edition first published 2006
Reprinted 2006, 2008

Originally published as Besinnug © Vittorio Klostermann GmbH, Frankfurt am Main, 1997.

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced,

stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means,
electronic, mechanical, photocopying or otherwise, without

prior permission in writing from the publisher.

British Library Cataloguing-in-Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library.

ISBN-10: HB 0-8264-8081-0
PB 0-8264-8082-9

ISBN-13: HB 978-0-8264-8081-1
PB 978-0-8264-8082-8

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
Heidegger, Martin, 1889-1976.
[Besinnung. English}
Mindfulness / Martin Heidegger; translated by Parvis Emad and Thomas Kalary.
p- cmn. - (Athlone contemnporary European thinkers)
ISBN 0--8264--8081-0 (hardcover) — ISBN 0-8264--8082-9 (pbk.)
1. Ontology. 2. Consciousness. I. Emad, Parvis. II. Kalary, Thomas. II. Title. IV. Series.
B3279.H48B4713 2006
193-dc22 2005024745

Typeset by RefineCatch Limited, Bungay, Suffolk
Printed and bound in Great Britain by Biddles Ltd, King’s Lynn, Norfolk



Table of Contents

Translators’ Foreword

I INTRODUCTION

Prelude from Periander and Aeschylus
The other Thinking

The Leap

The Guardians

The Knowing-awareness

The Word

6a We do not know goals . . .

6b Da-sein

7 AAHGEIA

AWk WwWN -

II LEAPING AHEAD UNTO THE UNIQUENESS OF
BE-ING
8 On Mindfulness
9 Machination (Coercive force, Power, Mastery)
10 Completion of Modernity
11 Artin the Epoch of Completion of Modernity
12 Inceptual Thinking, the one Readiness . . .

I PHILOSOPHY
(Self-mindfulness: Historical Contention;
Be-ing-historical Thinking — Metaphysics)
13 Philosophy
14 Philosophy in Mindfulness of Itself

NN NN VR W W e

11
12
19
23
31

35

37
4]



vi

CONTENTS

15

Self-mindfulness of Philosophy as Historically

Dissociating Exposition

(Dissociating Exposition of Metaphysics and
Being-historical Thinking)

IV ON PROJECTING-OPEN BE-ING
(Words that Hold Sway)
(The Be-ing-historical ‘Saying’)

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

Be-ing

Being as ¢pvotg

“Be-ing” as “Word”

Be-ing

The “Finitude” of Be-ing

The ‘Saying’ of Be-ing-historical Thinking
Ground (Be-ing and éAn0ewa)

Be-ing

The Stillest Crossing unto the other Beginning
Be-ing

Be-ing: the Ab-ground

Be-ing is the Ab-ground

Be-ing — Distress — Care

Being is En-owning

Be-ing and Freedom

‘The Free-play of Time-Space’

Being and Space

Be-ing and ‘Letting-be’

The Be-ing-historical Word

V TRUTH AND KNOWING-AWARENESS

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

Question of Truth: A Directive

Clearing

Truth as Clearing

Truth

The Clearing of Be-ing and Man (The “Moment”)
Clearing Nearness and Remoteness

The ‘In-between’ of the ‘T/here’

Truth

55

55

67
69
71
72
72
73
74
78
80
81
82
82
83
83
83
84
84
85
86
86

87

89
90
91
93

96
98
98



43
44
45
46
47

Truth and the True

Be-ing and Truth and Dasein
Knowing-awareness and Truth
Truth and Acting

Truth and Usefulness

VI BE-ING
(Ab-ground)

48
49
50

Be-ing
Be-ing
Be-ing: the Ab-ground

VI BE-ING AND MAN

51
52
53
54

55
56
57
58
59

Be-ing and Man

Be-ing and Man

A Being-Be-ing-Man

Man’s Flight from the Ownmost
(Body-Spirit-Soul)

Be-ing and Man

Da-sein and Sein und Zeit

The Metaphysical Grounding-Experience
The Question put to Man

Be-ing and Man

VII BE-ING AND MAN

60

Be-ing and Man

IX ANTHROPOMORPHISM

61

Anthropomorphism

X HISTORY

62

History

XTI TECHNICITY

63

Technicity

99
99
100
101
102

105

107
108
110

113

115
116
117
118
118
119
122
125
126
127

129
131

135
137

143
145

149
151

CONTENTS

vii



CONTENTS

XTI ‘HISTORY” AND TECHNICITY

(iotopeiv—téxvn) 157

64 ‘History’” and Technicity 159
XIIT BE-ING AND POWER 163
65 Be-ing and Power 165
65a Be-ing and Power 170
XIV BE-ING AND BEING 173
66 Being —Framed in Predicate (“the Categorial”) 175
66a Be-ing and Beings 178

XV THE THINKING OF BE-ING 181
67 The Thinking of Be-ing 183
XV1 THE FORGOTTENNESS OF BE-ING 189
68 The Forgottenness of Be-ing 191
XVII THE HISTORY OF BE-ING 195
69 The History of Be-ing 197
XVII GODS 201
70 Gods - the fundamental Knowing-awareness 203

71 Gods and Be-ing 208
XIX ERRANCY 227
72 Errancy 229

XX ON THE HISTORY OF METAPHYSICS 231
73 Schelling 233

73a Relinquishing Philosophy 234

viii



XXI THE METAPHYSICAL ‘WHY-QUESTION’
(The Crossing Question)

74 Why?

XX BE-ING AND ‘BECOMING’
(The Completion of Occidental Metaphysics)
(Hegel — Nietzsche)

75 Be-ing and ‘Becoming’

XXIIT BEING AS ACTUALITY
(The “Modalities”)

76 Beings as “The Actual”
(Being and Actuality)

XXIV BE-ING AND “NEGATIVITY”
77 Be-ing - ‘Nothingness’ — ‘Going-Under’
78 Be-ing and “Negativity”

XXV BEING AND THINKING
(BEING AND TIME)

79 Being and Time

XXVI A GATHERING INTO BEING MINDFUL

80 Enowning

81 Settlement

82 The En-owning

83 Beingness and Be-ing

84 Be-ing and ‘Nothingness’

85 ‘Nothingness’

86 Truth - Be-ing and Clearing

87 Truth

88 Be-ing and Measure

89 Be-ing-history

90 Enownment and Attunement

91 The ‘T/here’ as the Ab-ground of the
‘In-between’

235
237

247
249

255

257
257

259

261
261

265
267

271

273
273
274
277
277
278
279
279
283
283
284

285

CONTENTS



CONTENTS

92
93
94
95
96

XXV

97

Da-sein

Da-sein “of” Man

The Hint at Da-sein
Da-sein

Da-sein is Always Mine

THE BE-ING-HISTORICAL THINKING AND
THE QUESTION OF BEING

The Be-ing-historical Thinking and the
Question of Being

XXvIl THE BE-ING-HISTORICAL CONCEPT OF

98
99

METAPHYSICS

The Be-ing-historical Thinking
The Be-ing-historical Question of Being

100 Metaphysics and the Question of Be-ing

101

(Enowning)
Projecting-opening and Projecting-opening

102 Forgottenness of Being

103 The Jointure of Metaphysics

104 ®Yorg and Metaphysics

105 The “Shape” and the ®voig

106 Being as ®Oorg

107 How ®vov¢ Fosters What is Later Called

“Metaphysics”

108 Metaphysics
109 “What is Metaphysics?”
110 Aristotle, Metaphysics A 4 on ®dorg

111

®vog and Metaphysics

112 ®dowg and "AAnBela

113 "AAnBera-Atpéxera

114 Metaphysics

115 Metaphysics

116 “Ontology” — “Metaphysics”
117 Metaphysics

118 o6v{dv

119 The Sway of fswpia

286
286
287
288
292

295

297

315

317
321

321
322
322
323
325
328
328

329
330
333
335
336
337
337
338
339
341
343
344
345



120
121
122
123
124
125

126

127

128
129
130
131
132
133
134

135

Metaphysics

Metaphysics

How Metaphysics Thinks Being

In-finitude and Eternity

The Principle of Contradiction

The History of Metaphysics is the History of
the History of Being

The Place of Aristotle in the History of
Metaphysics

The Distinguished Metaphysical Basic
Position of Leibniz

Kant and Metaphysics

The Final Rise of Metaphysics

The End of Metaphysics

Metaphysics and “World-view”
“Mysticism”

The Crossing

Towards Elucidation of the Be-ing-historical
Concept of “Metaphysics”

Steps

APPENDIX
A RETROSPECTIVE LOOK AT THE PATHWAY

My Pathway Hitherto

THE WISH AND THE WILL
(On Preserving What is Attempted)
Editor’s Epilogue

346
346
347
348
349

350

351

351
353
353
354
355
356
357

358
358

361
363

364

370
379

CONTENTS

xi



This page intentionally left blank



Translators’ Foreword

With the publication of Martin Heidegger’s Mindfulness, written in 1938/39
right after the completion of Contributions to Philosophy (From Enowning),’'
his second major being-historical treatise becomes available in English for
the first time. Published in 1997 as volume 66 of Heidegger's Gesamtaus-
gabe under the title Besinnunyg, this work — much like other being-historical
treatises that Heidegger wrote between 1936 and 1941 - has a significant
thematic proximity to Contributions to Philosophy. In Mindfulness Heidegger
returns to and elaborates in detail many of the individual dimensions -
first laid out in Contributions — of the historically self-showing and trans-
forming allotments of be-ing. In this work, Heidegger returns to and
elaborates further that decisive hermeneutic-phenomenological perspec-
tive that experiences, thinks and projects-open the truth of be-ing as
enowning. It is under the purview of this perspective that Heidegger’'s
thinking of the 1950s and 60s falls.

In addition to the text entitled Besinnung, volume 66 of the Gesamtausgabe
also includes as an Appendix two further important texts. The first
one, written in 1937/38, is entitled “A Retrospective Look at the Pathway”, and
the second one, written in the same period, is entitled “The Wish and the
Will (On Preserving What is Attempted)”. In this text Heidegger surveys
his unpublished works and, in addition to reflecting on his life’s path,
gives a number of instructions for the publication of these works in the
future.

In what follows we shall take a quick look at the text of Besinnung
and the two appended texts, discuss the dynamics involved in translating
the keywords of Mindfulness, address the philosophical significance of
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TRANSLATORS’ FOREWORD

Heidegger’s hyphenations and the philosophical role that he assigns to the
prefixes that emerge from his hyphenations. We shall also discuss how
we came to terms with a problem in the text of Mindfulness that is created
by Heidegger’s penchant to quote certain words and phrases from the
works of a few historical figures without interpreting the words or phrases
that he quotes, and conclude this foreword by addressing the technical
aspects of this translation and its relevance to contemporary realities of
Heidegger-research.

1. The Texts

The texts that appear in Mindfulness have been edited by Friedrich-
Wilhelm von Herrmann, who was appointed by Heidegger chief con-
tributing editor of his Gesamtausgabe. In his “Epilogue”, von Herrmann
gives a clear account of the materials that were at his disposal: besides the
manuscript, he worked with a typescript of Besinnung that Heidegger’s
brother Fritz had prepared at the request of the philosopher. What we
have as the German original of Mindfulness is the result of the editorial
work, which included frequent collating of Heidegger’s manuscript with
this typescript, as well as a systematic arrangement of the cross references
and footnotes. It is important in this context to note that Heidegger drew
von Herrmann'’s attention to the thematic proximity of Mindfulness to
Contributions as he discussed with the latter the plan for the publication of
his Gesamtausgabe.? It is to this proximity that von Herrmann alludes in his
“Epilogue” when he says: “Thus Mindfulness is the first of the . . . treatises
that, following the Contributions to Philosophy, takes up the task of opening
up, via questioning the whole domain of being-historical thinking”.

This proximity becomes more clear when we take into account
Heidegger’s characterization of the table of contents of Mindfulness as a
“Listing of Leaps”.* By using the word “leap”, which is a central keyword
of Contributions and is the title of its third “Joining”, Heidegger directly
and unambiguously points to the thematic proximity of the two works,
Contributions to Philosophy and Mindfulness. Furthermore, in a preliminary
remark on Mindfulness, Heidegger makes clear how he appraised Mind-
fulness, and how he wanted this work to be understood: not as a system,
not as a doctrine, not as a series of aphorisms but as “a series of short and long
leaps of inquiring into the preparedness for the enowning of be-ing”.> Thus, to
fully grasp and appreciate the editorial procedure whose outcome is
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the existing original German text of Mindfulness, we have to bear in mind
the three factors mentioned so far: the collating of the manuscript with
the typescript, the characterization of the table of contents and
Heidegger’s own appraisal and understanding of this work. Considering
these factors and after a careful examination of the entire edited text of
Besinnung, we understand why the original German text of Mindfulness is
edited the way it has been edited: von Herrmann offers the text as it was
originally written by Heidegger without the least editorial intervention in
and adjustment of the original text. This makes clear why the German
original of Mindfulness is not free from occasional grammatical ambiguities
which would have easily been remediable had von Herrmann decided to
copy-edit the text in addition to merely editing it.

As mentioned earlier, in addition to the original German text of Mind-
fulness volume 66 of the Gesamtausgabe also includes an appendix which
presents two highly significant and revealing texts. In the first one of
these texts Heidegger thinks over the development of his thought from
the PhD dissertation of 1913 to the completion of Contributions to
Philosophy of 1936-38. In the second text he surveys his unpublished
works by dividing them into seven parts, gives a number of instructions
concerning their future publication, reflects on his life’s path, and
addresses his relationship to Christianity. He alerts the reader to the
‘historical’ and ‘genetic’ misconstrual and misrepresentation that would
ensue if his lecture course texts were confused with and treated like
historical surveys, in short if they were to be historicized. He says in this
text:

Whoever without hesitation reads and hears the lecture courses only as a ‘his-
torical’ presentation of some work and whoever then compares and reckons
up the interpretation [Auffassung] with the already existing views or exploits
the interpretation in order to “correct” the existing views, he has not grasped
anything at all. (Mindfulness, 372)

Indeed. a prophetic insight considering what is happening to his work
today!

If we take a close look at the last section of Mindfulness, numbered 135,
and entitled “Steps”, we understand why von Herrmann was prompted to
include in this volume these two texts. For, with section 135 Heidegger
brings Mindfulness to a close in that he lists a series of “steps” which include
his doctoral and qualifying dissertations, Sein und Zeit, Vom Wesen des
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Grundes and Contributions to Philosophy (the latter referred to with the word
“crossing”.) And by including these two texts as an appendix in Mindful-
ness, von Herrmann helps the reader not only to grasp section 135 in spite
of its brevity but also to realize that the raison d’étre of the two appended
texts is purely philosophical.

In order to see the present translation in its proper light, the reader
should keep in mind the following: (a) the point we made concerning
the grammatical ambiguities of the original German text of Mindfulness;
(b) the inner dynamism involved in the keywords of Besinnung that calls
for the evolvement of an appropriate vocabulary when rendered into
English as employed by this translation; and (c) the significance of
Heidegger’s hyphenations of some of these keywords, and the resulting
prefixes. This translation considers its responsibility to account for and
deal with each of these dimensions.

IT1. Keywords of Besinnung in Translation, Heidegger’s Hyphenations
and the Philosophical Significance of the Prefixes

The real challenge before us was to present a translation that remains
as close to the original as possible in order to retain and to reflect the
integrity of the original German text of Mindfulness, without at the same
time compromising the English readability. As can be seen from the text
of this translation, these two concerns mutually condition and foster each
other. Only by grasping this closeness can a reader see this translation in
its own rights.

(1) The first factor that shaped this translation of Besinnung and played
a major role in retaining and reflecting the integrity of the original
German text is the thematic proximity of Mindfulness to the six “Joinings”
of Contributions to Philosophy. The being-historical thinking that unfolds in
Contributions takes the shape of six “Joinings” - not to be confused with
“chapters” — that are called “Echo”, “Playing-Forth”, “Leap”, “Grounding”,
“The Ones to Come”, and “The Last God”, each of which attempts “to say
the same of the same, but in each case from within another essential
domain of that which enowning names” (Contributions, 57).° This “saying
of the same in six “Joinings” is what sustains the thematic proximity of
Mindfulness to Contributions, necessitating the reappearance of the latter’s
keywords in the text of Mindfulness. It goes without saying then that this
thematic proximity and consequent appearance of the keywords of
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Contributions in Mindfulness by necessity require that, except for those
words that Heidegger introduces for the first time in Mindfulness which
demand their own translation, the English renditions of the keywords of
Contributions be retained in translating Mindfulness. Only by holding on
to those renditions was it possible for the present translation to reflect
in Mindfulness the active character of be-ing-historical thinking, which in
Contributions Heidegger explicitly calls mindfulness.’

(2) The second factor that shaped this translation of Mindfulness is
directly related to the grammatical ambiguities of the original German text
and to the fact that this text is presented in volume 66 of the Gesamtausgabe
exactly as Heidegger wrote this text, without the least editorial inter-
vention and adjustment. The grammatical ambiguities of the German
original did not prove to be a serious obstacle in retaining and reflecting
the integrity of the German original in the text of Mindfulness. In order to
take these ambiguities into account, we have occasionally inserted into
the text a word or two that we have placed in square brackets. These
words are directly drawn from the context and, while they facilitate a
fuller understanding of the text, they also meet the needs dictated by
English readability.

(3) The third factor that contributed to the shaping of Mindfulness and
that had to be taken into account in this translation in order to retain and
reflect the integrity of the German original was the need to address the
dialogues that Heidegger carries out with certain historical figures in this
volume without indicating which of their works he has in mind, and how
he interprets those works. On the one hand, these dialogues are certainly
confusing to the English-speaking reader who is not familiar with the
works of Heidegger’s dialogue partners, and, on the other hand, these
dialogues are important components of the original German text of Mind-
fulness. Unless specifically addressed, these dialogues hamper an easy
accessibility to certain segments of Mindfulness. To remedy this problem
and thus to make the text of Mindfulness more accessible, we have put
together a short list of those words and concepts (see below) which
become more graspable once they are read in the light of what Heidegger
says about these very same words in other volumes of the Gesamtausgabe.
Just to give one example: in Mindfulness Heidegger often uses the words
“organic construction” without indicating that hereby he refers to Ernst
Jinger's work Der Arbeiter. What Heidegger says in Mindfulness about
“organic construction” is important for grasping his views on modernity,
technicity and calculative thinking. As mentioned in the listing that we
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have prepared, “organic construction” becomesmore graspable in the light
of what Heidegger says about Jiinger in volume 90 of the Gesamtausgabe
entitled Zur Ernst Jiinger.

(4) The fourth factor that shaped this translation in our attempt to retain
and reflect the integrity of the German original is the clear realization
on our part that in Mindfulness no English rendition of the keywords
should aspire to replace and substitute the German original keywords of
Besinnung. As translators, we abandoned as unobtainable the ‘ideal’ of an
absolute transfer of Heidegger’s original German words into English.?
Rather than succumbing to the widespread naiveté that manifests itself in
the search for absolute replaceability of the German original keywords of
Heidegger’s with their translated counterparts, we have aimed at an
approximation of these keywords in their original usage by Heidegger in
German. In short, the translation of Mindfuiness, precisely like the trans-
lation of Contributions to Philosophy, considers unobtainable the ‘ideal” of
an absolute transfer and absolute replaceability of the original German
keywords. Instead of striving for an absolute transfer and absolute
replaceability, this translation is guided by the obtainable ‘ideal’ of
approximation.

(5) The fifth factor that has shaped this translation in its attempt to
retain and reflect the integrity of the original German text is the serious-
ness with which we have attended to Heidegger’s hyphenations, and the
resultant prefixes. As in Contributions to Philosophy, we recognized that
these hyphenations are philosophical means for Heidegger to express
certain hermeneutic-phenomenological insights. By hyphenating
certain keywords of Mindfulness, Heidegger radically transforms a number
of familiar German words and invests them with entirely new meanings.

On account of the importance of this last and fifth factor, we shall first
address in what follows the impact on this translation of the hyphenations
of two keywords, Abgrund and Ereignis, and then proceed to deal with our
renditions of other keywords of Mindfulness.

As indicated earlier, hyphenation is not just a lexicographical device
that Heidegger used in order to interrupt the flow of words such as
Ab-grund and Er-eignis but a means for articulating a hermeneutic-
phenomenological insight. (One wonders why the hyphenation should be
necessary if it fulfills no philosophical function.) The corollary of hyphen-
ating words such as Ab-grund, Er-eignis and Er-eignung (to name only a
few) is the saying power that emanates from the prefixes “Ab-", and “Er-~,
which endow these prefixes the status of independent words. And the
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translation of these keywords into English must take this independent
statusinto account and try to reflect it in Mindfulness by finding prefixes in
English that fulfill the same function and have similar saying power. (The
same holds for other equally important prefixes such as “Ver-", and “Ent-",
which will occupy us later.) Let us first take a look at the prefix “Ab-".

The first word in which the prefix “Ab-" assumes the status of an inde-
pendent word, is the word Ab-grund. This word plays as much a decisive
role in Mindfulness as it does in Contributions. In the original German text
of Contributions Heidegger drew attention to the hermeneutic-
phenomenological significance of the prefix “Ab-" for grasping what he
means by Abgrund, when he hyphenated this word and alternatively
italicized the prefix “Ab-" and the word “grund”: “Der Ab-grund ist
Ab-grund”.’ With this hyphenation Heidegger introduced a new word in
the syntax of Mindfulness (and earlier in the syntax of Contributions) which
is intended to articulate a ground that prevails while it stays away and,
strictly speaking, is the hesitating refusal of ground. In other words,
the hyphenation of Abgrund aims at a very specific hermeneutic-
phenomenological insight and is thus to be carefully differentiated from a
basically ignorable lexicographical device, which perhaps like a hiccup
might serve only to interrupt the flow of the word Abgrund.

This thematically crucial alternating italicization of the prefix “Ab-”,
and the noun “grund” will lose its real meaning if “A»-", and “grund” are
not treated as independent words and translated distinctly. If this
hyphenation is merely conceived as a hiccup which interrupts the flow of
aword, then one fails to grasp the hermeneutic-phenomenological insight
that Heidegger captures by hyphenating the word. Only by blindly over-
looking this factor one can proceed to translate Abgrund with “abyss” and
for good measure to hyphenate this word. But this hyphenation accom-
plishes nothing. For hyphenation of the “abyss” ends up with “ab-", and
“yss”, the latter of which (i.e., “yss”) is not a word and is thus totally unfit
for accounting for the ground that as Ab-grund is a ground that stays away
as well as prevails as a hesitating refusal of ground. Even after subjecting
the word “abyss” to the lexicographical device of hyphenation, it can
still never reach the dimension of what Heidegger has in mind when
he hyphenates Abgrund. While the word “grund” in Abgrund is a
perfectly legitimate German word, the letters “yss” which result from the
hyphenation of “abyss” do not make up a word in English.

The realization that a hyphenation of “abyss” comes nowhere near what
Heidegger captures with his hyphenation of Ab-grund should be enough of
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a deterrent to translate Abgrund with “abyss”. Understood along these
lines the conclusion is inevitable that the German Abgrund cannot be
translated with a word such as “abyss”. As indicated already, Ab-grund is
the hesitating refusal of ground: it is a ground that prevails while it stays
away. The dimension of prevailing in staying away is of paramount
importance for bringing this word Abgrund into English. And renditions
of Ab-grund with “abyss” or with “non-ground” totally fail to reflect this
dimension. Moreover, Heidegger is quite aware of the difference between
Ab-grund and Kluft (i.e., abyss) when he points out in Mindfulness that
“Question and question recognize each other across the unbridgeable
abyss wherein they are suspended . . .” (Mindfulness, 321).

Thus, given the necessity of translating the prefix “Ab-", there emerges
the question as to how to translate the word Ab-grund. As earlier in Contri-
butions, we opted for translating Ab-grund with the word Ab-ground. There
are several advantages in this choice of word: (a) the English prefix
“ab-" meaning “away from” has a similar saying power as the German
prefix “Ab-"; (b) the English word “ground” comes as close as possible to the
German “grund” and approximates this word; (c) the word “abground”
easily lends itself to hyphenation with the result that, in stark contrast
to the contrived “yss” of the “abyss”, the word “ground” is a perfectly
legitimate English word; (d) considered within the interaction of “ab-",
and “ground” the word “ab-ground” reflects the movement of staying-
away that is inherent to Ab-grund and also reflects the tension that is
peculiar to this word — a tension to which Heidegger explicitly alludes
when he characterizes the Ab-grund as the hesitating refusal of ground; (e)
the rendition of Ab-grund with ab-ground opens the possibility of bringing
into English other words that are related to the German “Grund”, such as
“Ungrund”, (“unground”) and “Urgrund” (“urground”); and finally (f) the
rendition of Ab-grund with ab-ground and the intact presence of “ground”
in this rendition also allow for thinking through the being-historical verb
griinden which speaks of a ground that is simultaneously urground,
abground, and unground.

In the context of dealing with the prefix “Ab-", we must also deal with
the word das Abhafte. In this word the prefix “Ab-" assumes such an
independence that it allows Heidegger to coin this word as a whole. It goes
without saying that unless the prefix “Ab-" is treated as an independent
word and translated as such, the expression das Abhafte cannot be brought
into English meaningfully at all. When Heidegger attends to the inter-
connection of ‘ab-ground’, ‘clearing’ and ‘refusal’, he speaks explicitly of
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“das Abhafte des Grundes” (G. 312). If we were to overlook the phenomeno-
logical-hermeneutic meaning of the prefix “Ab-" and translate Ab-grund
with abyss, then we would totally have to ignore the meaning and sig-
nificance of this Abhafte. When the German prefix “Ab-" is recognized in its
independent nature but as related to “grund”, there emerges a meaningful
rendition of “das Abhafte des Grundes” as “what in the ground is of the
nature of ‘ab’” (Mindfulness, 277), i.e., in the nature of staying away. It was
by taking our bearings from the saying power that is peculiar to das
Abhafte that we translated Abgriindigkeit either as “holding unto
abground” or as “abground-dimension”, depending on the context, and
das Abgriindigste as “most of all holding to ab-ground”.

Turning our attention to the prefix “Er-", we note that in words such
as erdenken, ersagen, erdffnen, erfragen, erfiigen, Erdffnung, Erschweigung,
Erwesung, Erzitterung, to name the most important ones, the prefix “Er-”
fulfills a variety of functions depending on the infinitive to which this
prefix is attached. In the customary German usage, when the prefix “er-”
is attached to an infinitive, the infinitive enjoys a priority over the
prefix. For instance, when “er-” is attached to klingen (sounding) it forms
erklingen, which means “resounding”. Similarly, when “er-" is attached
to tragen (carrying) it forms ertragen, which means “bearing up”. Here the
prefix either achieves or enhances something or carries forth what is
indicated by the infinitive. In being-historical words, on the other hand,
the infinitive has not only no such priority over the prefix “er-”, but is
in fact unified with the prefix to form a unique word. In fact, this
prefix “determines what goes on in the infinitive and not the other way
around” (Contributions, xxxviii). The prefix “er-” in such words as
erdenken, ersagen, ersehen, erdffnen, erbringen and so forth has such an
impact on the infinitives that it indicates a direction that these infinitives
have to take. By using these verbs Heidegger shows that as being-
historical words they say much more than what the infinitives alone
say or imply.

In the context of translating Mindfulness, the being-historical word “er-
sagen” assumes paramount significance, because Heidegger differentiates
this “Sagen” — this ‘saying’ — from assertion or Aussage when he points out
that

“

this saying does not describe or explain, does not proclaim or teach. This saying
does not stand over against what is to be said. Rather, the saying itself is the ‘to
be said’, . . . (Contributions, 4).
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In er-sagen the prefix “er-” indicates the being-historical dimension of
enabling and enowning, which point to the openness to the allotments
of be-ing. We translated er-sagen with ‘en-saying’, that is, with a word that
retains and reflects the enabling power that is inherent in er-sagen and
points to the swaying of being as enowning.

Turning now to the problems that pertain to the translation of Ereignis,
the most crucial being-historical word, we should point out that in
bringing this word into English we took our bearings from Heidegger’s
own stance toward this “guiding word”. (He articulates this stance
when he points out that Ereignis is as untranslatable as the Greek Adyog
or the Chinese Tao.'°) First, we considered the possibility of leaving
this word untranslated. But we realized that leaving this word untrans-
lated in the text requires an explanation which cannot be given without
interpreting Ereignis, and such an interpretation ipso facto requires
translating this word. Besides, leaving Ereignis untranslated leads to
other problems that concern the family of words closely related to
Ereignis, such as Ereignung, Eignung, Zueignung, Ubereignung, Eigentum
ereignen, zueignen, Ubereignen, eignen. Thus, as earlier in Contributions, we
translated the word Ereignis with enowning ~ a word “that approximates
the richness of the German word without pretending to replace it” (Contri-
butions, Xx).

The English prefix “en-" in enowning adequately takes over the same
function as the German prefix “Er-" in Ereignis. The English prefix “en-”,
with its varied meanings of “enabling something”, “bringing it into a
certain condition”, and “carrying thoroughly through” unifies into one
the threefold meanings of the German prefix “Er-", i.e., of achieving,
enhancing and carrying forth. Here the first thing to be kept in mind is
that the prefix “Er-" and the syllable “eignis” have independent status that
calls for distinct translations of both “Er-" and “eignis” if the translation is
to be hermeneutically truthful to what Heidegger says with the word
Er-eignis. In Er-eignis the prefix “Er-" has an active character, which places
an unmistakable emphasis on, and highlights the dynamism and the
movement that are inherent in the verb “eignen” in “eignis”. Besides, “eignis”
opens the way to the being-historical word Eigentum or ownhood. The
English prefix “en-", with its meanings such as “enabling” and “bringing
into condition of”, provides the possibility of capturing the movement
character implied in “Er-" of Ereignis. When enjoined with “owning” this
prefix “en-" puts across a different meaning of owning: an un-possessive
owning with no appropriatable content, as differentiated from an owning
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of something. At the same time, the prefix “en-" preserves the active,
dynamic character of Ereignis.

The rendition of Ereignis with enowning has several advantages: (a)
unlike words such as “event”, “appropriation” and “event of appropriation”, the
word enowning lends itself readily to hyphenation and thus functions as
an approximate rendition of the “Er-", and “eignis” of Er-eignis; (b) unlike
words such as “event”, “appropriation”, “event of appropriation”, and “ befitting”
the word enowning is not tied to any appropriatable, fittable content
whose appropriation or fitting would be an ‘event’; (c) unlike words such
as “event”, “appropriation”, “event of appropriation”, and “befitting” the word
enowning speaks of an “owning” that has nothing in common with a
seizing that seizes without negotiation; (d) unlike words such as “event”,
“appropriation”, “event of appropriation” and “befitting” that are hard put to
reflect the hermeneutic-phenomenological kinship of Ereignis to words
such as Ereignung, Eignung, Zueignung and Ubereignung, the word enown-
ing readily reflects this kinship and allows for an approximate rendition of
the following words: Ereignung with enownment, Eignung with owning,
Eigentum with ownhood, Eigenheit with ownness, Zueignung with owning-to,
Ubereignung with owning-over-to, Eigentiimliche with what is of ownhood.

Having addressed the renditions of the keywords Abgrund and Ereignis,
we now turn our attention to the word mindfulness itself, which appears in
the title as well as throughout this translation as the English rendition
of Heidegger’s word Besinnung. Right from its onset, be-ing-historical
thinking unfolds itself as Besinnung and not as reflection since the latter
belongs to the domain of a thinking that is not being-historical. Accord-
ingly, it is of paramount importance in translating the word Besinnung to
hone in on the foundational difference between reflection and Besinnung.
In this context it would serve well to note the intimate hermeneutic-
phenomenological connection between Sinn and Besinnung to which
Heidegger pays especial attention both in Being and Time and Contributions
to Philosophy. To obtain a rendition of the word Besinnung that approxi-
mates in English to what Heidegger regards as the very unfolding of being-
historical thinking, we have to bear in mind that Besinnung is nothing but
an inquiry into the self-disclosure of being — self-disclosure that in Being
and Time Heidegger calls the meaning or ‘der Sinn’ of being and that in
Contributions to Philosophy he calls the truth of being. What is of utmost
significance here is that philosophy as Besinnung unfolds this inquiry.
This inquiry is not merely a human enterprise of reflecting on the data of
consciousness, on the peculiarities of perception or on the states of mind.
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It differs from reflection in that, as Besinnung, this inquiry is not entirely
and exhaustively in human discretion. What distinguishes this inquiry
as Besinnung is that it is basically determined and shaped by the truth of
being. Thus there is an intimate interconnection between this inquiry, as
Besinnung, and being. As Besinnung, this inquiry is already enowned by
being. As enowned, it stands at the service of being by projecting-opening
being’s enowning sway or being’s conferments, its ‘enowning throw’.
Thus, what distinguishes this inquiry is that it is mindful of — does not, via
reflection, lay siege on being’s conferments — its ‘enowning throw’. This
‘being mindful of being’s enowning throw’ cannot even be classified as a
particular kind of reflection, or even as a mode of conscious awareness.
Two factors are important here: on the one hand there is “the inexhaust-
ibility of being’s enowning-throw” and on the other hand “the
inconclusiveness of its projecting-opening”.!' As a result, ‘being mindful
of being’s enowning-throw’ is not an addendum to this inquiry but “ori-
ginates from within the inexhaustibility of being’s enowning-throw . . .”.!2

One way of grasping the distinction that Heidegger draws between
Besinnung and reflection is to consider their bearings upon the issue
called ‘self.” Reflection on the ‘self’, which sustains all psychology and
psychiatry, attends to the empirical states of the ‘self’ in order to render
these states accessible to objectification. By contrast, in Besinnung on the
‘self” these states are bracketed out and what is at stake is the grounding
of the ‘self’ via ‘temporality’, ‘linguisticality’, ‘historicality’, ‘mortality’,
and so forth. Heidegger alludes to the distinction between Besinnung on
the ‘self’, as its grounding, and reflection on the ‘self’ by first questioning
whether the ‘self’ is accessible to reflection at all and then by alluding to
the necessity of grounding the ‘self’. He says:

[Besinnung) is ... so originary that it above all asks how the self is to be
grounded . . . Thus it is questionable whether through reflection on ‘ourselves’
we ever find our self . . . (Contributions, xxxii)

Here we see that while Heidegger endorses a grounding of the ‘self’ via
mindfulness of the ‘self’ he questions the very possibility of accessibility of
the ‘self’ to reflection.

In order to obtain in English an approximate rendition of the word
Besinnung, we took our bearing from the distinction that Heidegger
draws between reflection on the ‘self’, and being mindful of the ‘self’, and
rendered the word Besinnung with mindfulness. The unique advantage of
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this rendition consists in the fact that the word mindfulness has a pliability
that is denied to reflection — a pliability that does not let mindfulness
become rigid and unyielding and end up in doctrines, systems, and so
forth. In section 11 of Mindfulness, which comes right after the “Intro-
duction”, Heidegger brings to mind this pliability of mindfulness when he
says:

Coming from the overcoming of “metaphysics”, mindfulness must neverthe-
less touch upon the hitherto and cannot become inflexible as the finished
product of a usable presentation either in a “doctrine” or in a “system”, or as
“exhortation” or “edification”. (Mind fulness, 17)

The next keyword of Mindfulness to be addressed in this foreword is
the word Auseinandersetzung that appears sometimes hyphenated as Aus-
einander-setzung. Assuming a broader and more fundamental role in Mind-
fulness than it did in Contributions, this word requires special attention in
order to be brought into English and approximate a keyword of Mindful-
ness. A careful reading of part Il of Mindfulness, and the sections in which
Heidegger brings his being-historical inquiry to bear upon Parmenides,
Heraclitus, Plato, Aristotle, Hegel and Nietzsche, soon convinced us that
in Mindfulness the word Auseinandersetzung can no longer be taken
exclusively to mean ‘debate’, ‘confrontation’ and ‘coming to terms with’.
Taking our bearings from the components of this word, namely “Ausein-
ander” — apart, dissociated — and “setzung” — setting, positioning — we
decided to bring this word into English with the expression “dissociating
exposition”.

This decision is based on a precise grasping of what transpires her-
meneutically-phenomenologically when Heidegger places and positions
side by side the metaphysical question of being and the being-historical
question of being in order to dissociate the metaphysical and being-
historical responses to these questions. It is his insight that the metaphysical
response to the metaphysical question of being (i.e., determination of the
beingness of beings - the general, xowvév) relates in a subtle way to the
being-historical response (i.e., the non-metaphysical determination of
be-ing as enowning). In Mindfulness Heidegger takes great pain to high-
light this relatedness by distinguishing his dissociating exposition of the
metaphysical responses (such as those given in terms of idéa, &vtedéyera,
ego cogito, monas, reason, absolute idea and will to power) from rejection
and refutation of the metaphysical doctrines within which these responses
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are housed. Central to a dissociating exposition of these responses is the
fundamental difference between the being-historical insight into a given
metaphysical position and that position itself. Based on such a difference,
a dissociating exposition of any one of these responses is never the same
as rejection or refutation of a metaphysical doctrine. Often functioning as
the hidden motivating forces behind historical discussions in philosophy,
rejection and refutation never accomplish what the dissociating
exposition of a given metaphysical response or a metaphysical doctrine
accomplishes, namely the overcoming of the metaphysical responses to
the question of being by the being-historical response to this question.
The next word to be discussed in this foreword is Vermenschung, which is
Heidegger’s counter-concept of animal rationale. He uses this word for the
first time in Mindfulness and gives it an unparalleled importance in those
sections of this work in which he addresses the themes of modernity
and gods. Vermenschung is derived from the verb vermenschen, which has
meanings such as ‘to humanize’, ‘to become human’ and ‘to assume
human shape’.'” In these meanings vermenschen is the exact opposite of
entmenschen, that is, ‘to dehumanize’. However, as used in Mindfulness the
words vermenschen and Vermenschung have none of these meanings. How
to bring this word Vermenschung as a keyword of Mindfulness into English?
Considering the context of the sections in Mindfulness in which
Heidegger addresses the themes of modernity and gods, and taking our
bearings from the prefix “Ver-" in the word Vermenschung, we rendered this
word with ‘dis-humanization’. This rendition is based on the realization
that the contexts of the discussions devoted to the themes of modernity
and gods free the word Vermenschung, not only from the usual connota-
tions of ‘humanization’, ‘assuming human shape’, and ‘becoming human’
but also from what is exactly the opposite of Vermenschung, that is, Entmen-
schung, or dehumanization. Those contexts in conjunction with the saying
power that emanates from the German prefix “Ver-” accomplished for us
this realization. Whereas in ordinary usage of the word Vermenschung
this prefix “Ver-” is so mute as to be almost un-hearable (how else could
this word mean humanization?), in Heidegger’s usage of Vermenschung in
Mind fulness it is precisely the silent ringing of this prefix that qualifies the
word Vermenschung to become a being-historical word. We found that
in bringing Vermenschung into English, we have to take our bearings from
the prefix “Ver-". Now, since the English counterpart of the German prefix
“Ver-" is the prefix “dis-", and insofar as hyphenation of “Ver-menschung”
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does not eliminate the sense of ‘humanization’, we arrived at the
approximate rendition of the being-historical keyword Vermenschung with
‘dis-humanization’.

Closely related to Vermenschung and central to grasping the treatment
of the themes of ‘godding’, ‘godhood’ and the ‘last god’ is the word
Vergotterung. In the context of the being-historical treatment of ‘godding’,
Vergotterung alludes to the ‘dis-enowning’ process that is inherent in
‘godding’ - a process that in conjunction with ‘dis-humanization’ sustains
the flight of gods. We found a good approximate rendition of Vergotterung
in the English word divinization, which we use in the strict technical
sense of raising a being — nature, man, a historical figure — to divinity.
Although this word divinization does not clearly reflect the thrust of
the German prefix “Ver-" that is in play in Vergotterung, given the strict
technical sense in which divinization is used here it fits the above
mentioned ‘dis-enowning’ process.

Next to be addressed here are two keywords of Mindfulness, namely
Machbarkeit and Machsamkeit. These keywords are of central importance
for grasping those sections in Mindfulness that attend to the themes of
‘machination’ in conjunction with technicity — a theme that Heidegger
already introduced and dealt with in Contributions (see Contributions, 88).
The two keywords Machbarkeit and Machsamkeit have a proximity to each
other that makes their rendition into English rather difficult. Heidegger
alludes to this proximity and tries to elucidate it by using a parallelism
no less difficult to bring into English. Right at the outset of section 9 of
Mindfulness he writes:

Machination here means the makability of beings which produces as well as
makes up everything, such that only in this makability the beingness of beings
that are abandoned by be-ing (and by the grounding of its truth) determines
itself. (Here makable is thought as “watchable” = wartchful. And hence mak-
ability is thought in the sense of producibility). Machination means the accord-
ance of everything with producibility, indeed in such a way that the unceasing,
unconditioned reckoning of everything is pre-directed. (Mind fulness, 12)

Alluding to the ‘makable’ and using ‘watchable’ as a parallel, he
suggests that ‘makable’ be thought of as ‘producible’. This opens the way
for an additional determination of machination - additional insofar as
machination is still fundamentally a manner of the swaying of being —
but now machination means also the accordance of everything with
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‘producibility’. In this connection the reader should bear in mind that
both words, ‘makability’ and ‘producibility’, refer to that clearing which, as
machination, houses the making and producing that are hallmarks of
instrumentally anthropologically conceived technology that should be
carefully distinguished from what Heidegger calls technicity. Accordingly,
‘makability’ and ‘producibility’ as used in this translation are not to
be confused with descriptive terms that pertain to the technological,
instrumental ‘making’, and ‘producing’.

The next keyword of Mindfulness to be addressed in this foreword is
Instindigkeit. We translate this word with inabiding. This rendition has the
following advantages: (a) the component “in” in “inabiding” is a good
approximation of the Gennan prefix “In-" in Instdndigkeit; (b) the compo-
nent “abiding” is a good approximation of the German “-stdndigkeit”; and
(c) “inabiding” as a rendition of Instdndigkeit reflects Heidegger’s intention
to rethink the earlier concept of Existenz within the being-historical hori-
zon. The corollary of rethinking Existenz being-historically is the differen-
tiation of this concept not only from Karl Jaspers’ existential philosophy
but from existentialism in general.

The often attempted rendering of Instdndigkeit with “insistence” is not
only inappropriate, it is also totally wrong, for “insistence” does not at all
reflect the hermeneutic-phenomenological insight into man’s relation-
ship to the truth of being which is what Instdndigkeit is all about. What
distinguishes this relationship is man’s inabiding the truth of being. Even
if we consider the word “insistence” etymologically, the “standing” to
which this word refers is not the same as inabiding the truth of being,
since that “standing” means insisting on an already adopted position or
a preferred opinion. But the truth of being is neither a position nor
an opinion. To see how misleading the rendition of Instdndigkeit with
“insistence” is, all we need to do is to grasp that the “standing in” of which
Instdndigkeit speaks is a “standing in” the clearing of being’s enowning
“forth-throw” and in the latter’s projecting-opening. It is the sway of being
as an enowning “forth-throw” that lets man as Dasein “abide in” the truth
of being in the manner of an enowned projecting-opening.

The next word to be addressed here is be-ing as a rendition of Seyn. In
translating this word we took our bearings from the distinction that
Heidegger draws in sections 98 and 97 of Mindfulness between the
metaphysical question of being and the being-historical question of
be-ing. The former question asks “What are beings?” and the latter “How
does be-ing sway?” The metaphysical question of being winds up with
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grasping being as the beingness of beings while the being-historical
question of being realizes that it is enowned by be-ing and as enowned
it thinks be-ing as enowning. It is important to realize that parallel to
the differentiation between the metaphysical question of being and the
being-historical question of be-ing is the differentiation between being
(Sein) and be-ing (Seyn). It is also important to realize that the dif-
ferentiation between be-ing (Seyn) and being (Sein) is already at work
in the differentiation between the metaphysical and being-historical
questions of being.

Heidegger uses the word Seyn in its eighteenth-century orthography as
what historically enowns thinking, and so initiates a thinking that is no
longer metaphysical but is being-historical. Insofar as being-historical
thinking of being does not oppose but complement the metaphysical
thinking of being, Heidegger’s differentiation between be-ing and being
should not be mistaken as a setting up of an opposition between the two.
In other words, differentiation between being (Sein) and be-ing (Seyn) is
just that: a differentiation and not an opposition. Any English rendition
that on the basis of the orthography of Seyn is oriented to, or establishes an
opposition between Sein and Seyn (like the rendition “being” and “beon”)
pushes “too far a simple orthographic device” (Contributions, xxii). What
speaks further against a rendition that suggests an opposition between
Sein and Seyn is the fact that these German words, like their English
counterparts being and be-ing, are pronounced exactly the same way,
whereas the alternative rendition with “beon” uses a word that is not
pronounced the same way as “being”.

However, it should be pointed out that in spite of the philosophical
importance of the differentiation between Sein and Seyn, Heidegger has
not been consistent throughout Mindfulness in maintaining the different
spellings of Sein and Seyn: sometimes he writes Sein but means Seyn and
sometimes he writes Seyn and means Sein. However, the clue for grasping
what he means in each case lies in the differentiation between the meta-
physical and being-historical question of being that Heidegger elaborates
upon in sections 98 and 99 of Mindfulness.

The next word to be addressed is Geschichte, as differentiated from
Historie. As the scientific-erudite recording and analysis of, and the
debate about, past events, Historie has no inkling of a past that still is in
sway and is ‘on-coming’. Geschichte, on the other hand, is nothing but the
gatheredness of that still swaying ‘on-coming’ past. What drives Historie
forth is the finality and irretrievability of the past events with which
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Historie is preoccupied. What distinguishes Geschichte is the suddenness
and the coming to presence of that past that, strictly speaking, has not
passed away since it is still in sway and ‘on-coming’. To allude to Geschichte
with the brevity that is required in this foreword, we should mention
Heidegger’s accounts of the temple of Athena in the two trips he made
to Greece in 1962 and 1967. In stark contrast to an erudite historical-
archeological account of that temple, Heidegger’s account is geschichtlich."*
He bespeaks of the suddenness and the coming to presence of a past-
ness of which the erudite historical archeology has no inkling; that is,
of the pastness that is the temple of Athena wherein the goddess is
gathered and comes to presence in the midst of the technological hubbub
and technologically organized and maintained tourism of the twentieth
century.

For us as translators the question became one of how to bring Historie
and Geschichte into English. Given the fact that English has no word that
would approximate Geschichte, we decided to use the same word history
for both Historie and Geschichte but place this word between inverted
comas - single quotation marks — when it stands for Historie. Here again it
should be borne in mind that in very few cases Heidegger does not main-
tain the difference between Historie and Geschichte. However, the context
usually helps to understand those isolated cases in which he uses the word
Geschichte when what he actually has in mind is Historie.

The next word to be addressed here is the word Untergang, usually
translated as decline, downfall and going under. First used in Contributions
in the verbal form of untergehen (see Contributions, 6), Untergang plays a
significant role in Mindfulness, especially in those passages in which
Heidegger directly speaks of be-ing as ab-ground. The word Untergang
assumed philosophical prominence in Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra
where he proclaimed the necessity for man to ‘go under’ so that the
‘overman’ may arise. Thereafter, this word Untergang was taken over by
such diverse but related thinkers as Oswald Spengler and Ernst Jiinger.
But as Heidegger’s extended discussion of @boig in Mindfulness as well as
elsewhere in his writings (such as his lecture course texts on Heraclitus)
shows, he understands Untergang in the context of Aufgang or “rising”.
Thus, in his parlance, words such as untergehen, and Untergang do not have
the connotations of decline and degeneration that they have, for example,
in Spengler’s Untergang des Abendlandes, which is translated into English
under the title The Decline of the West. We rendered Untergang with ‘going
under’ and in order to allude to the technical nature of this word — that
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is, to its close connection to gpboig and ‘rising” — we placed it throughout
Mindfulness between inverted comas: ‘going under’.

The next two keywords to be addressed in this foreword are Wesen and
Wesung. In translating these being-historical words we took our bearings
from the differentiation in sections 98 and 99 of Mindfulness between the
metaphysical and being-historical question of being and the concomitant
differentiation between metaphysical and being-historical thinking. We
realized that if the English rendition of these words did not respect these
differentiations, it would fail to retain and reflect the integrity of the
original German of Mindfulness. If we were to name the center toward
which that integrity gravitates, we would have to say that what concerns
Heidegger’s non-metaphysical thinking above all is to articulate what is
fundamentally denied to metaphysical thinking. And he reaches the single
most important locus of this fundamental denial with the word Wesen,
respectively Wesung.

Accordingly, we realized that translating Wesen and Wesung must take its
bearings from this fundamental denial instead of taking the easy way and
accepting the dictionary as the ultimate authority. Having considered
every statement that Heidegger has made on essentia (from the early pages
of Sein und Zeit to the texts of his Nietzsche lectures and beyond), we
found that Wesen and Wesung cannot be brought into English with the
cognates of essentia because the latter is a word that blocks the hermen-
eutic-phenomenological viewing of what is fundamentally denied to
metaphysical thinking. Having also taken into account Heidegger’s own
repeated stricture that Wesen in his texts is used in the verbal sense of
‘swaying’, ‘enduring’, ‘abiding’, ‘whiling’, and so forth we found that this
word should be brought into English with a word that in approximating to
the original German reflects its verbal character. In short, in translating
Wesen and Wesung we found ourselves committed to three criteria: (a) the
word in question must not be a cognate of essentia; (b) it should have a
verbal meaning; and (c) it should be an approximation and not aspire
unrealistically to replace the original German word. These criteria guided
us not only in our efforts to translate Wesen and Wesung but also in facing
the task of rendering into English crucial phrases such as Wesen des Seins
and Wesung des Seyns.

In the English words “sway” and “swaying” we found a good approxima-
tion to Wesen and Wesung. Translating Wesen and Wesung with “sway”, and
“swaying” has several advantages: (a) these words are not cognates
of essentia and thus do not block the hermeneutic-phenomenological
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viewing of what is fundamentally denied to metaphysical thinking;
(b) untouched by that denial these words cannot assume the universality
of a concept to which being or be-ing could be subsumed - essentia and its
cognates are such universal concepts; (c) the words “sway” and “swaying”
have a distinct verbal meaning that indicates dynamism and movement,
both of which are denied to essentia and its cognates; (d) by being removed
from the domain of essentia, these words stand at the service of the
thinking that unfolds in the ‘other beginning’, and Heidegger calls being-
historical thinking; (e) in stark contrast to essentia and its cognates, which
are shaped by the power and the preeminence that thinking already
assumes in the first Greek beginning vis-a-vis ¢oowg, the words “sway”
and “swaying” do not in the least reflect that power and preeminence; and
(f) in stark contrast to essentia and its cognates, the words “sway” and
“swaying” fit into the futural task which consists not only of ‘saying’
@\nbewa (as the first Greek beginning did) but also of thinking éAn6eia.

However, in translating Wesen in relation to man, we took our bearings
from Heidegger’s own remarks about this word to the effect that Wesen
also means what is ownmost to something.'” Accordingly, we translated
the phrase “das Wesen des Menschen” with “what is ownmost to man”, or
sometimes with “man’s ownmost”. Here again we should point out that in
Mindfulness Heidegger is not consistent in his use of the words Wesen and
Wesung, but the context often makes clear the specific sense that he has in
mind in using these words.

The next keyword, “saying”, is a rendition of both “Sagen” and “Spruch”.
Placed between single quotation marks ‘saying’ brings into English
Heidegger's word “Spruch”. Placed between double quotation marks, it is
our rendition of the original German “Sagen”.

Finally, we conclude this discussion of the keywords of Mindfulness
with a brief remark on the differentiation between Bestdndigung and
Bestdndigkeit. In most cases we translated the former with “making
presencing constant”, and the latter with “constancy of presencing”. But
there are exceptions. In some cases we translate Bestdndigung simply with
“constancy”, and Bestdndigkeit with “constantness”.

III. Two Phrases of Besinnung in Translation

In the very first sentence of the prose section of the “Introduction” to
Mindfulness there is a phrase that places special demands on translation
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and reads: “eines einzigen im Seienden” . This usage of the word “das Seiende”
poses some problems for an accurate rendition in English. Because of
this underlying difficulty, the rendition of “eines einzigen im Seienden” as
“that which is sole and unique in beings” is unavoidable but precarious. If
philosophical precision were to be the only criterion, then “das Seiende”
has to be uniformly translated as “a being”, and consequently the phrase
“eines einzigen im Seienden” as “that which is sole and unique in a being”. But
what Heidegger wants to say with this phrase has nothing to do with a
single being as such, nor with a chain of beings, nor with their inherent
hierarchy. With this in mind, we have rendered “das Seiende” with the
plural form “beings”, except for those contexts where the reference is
specifically to the singular (in which case we have opted for “a being”). We
did this in the interest of articulating what Heidegger has in mind as well
as to enhance readability.

In order to grasp the justification of translating “das Seiende” in the
plural, we need to bear in mind (a) that what Heidegger calls das Einzige is
Seyn (be-ing), which s identical neither with a being nor with beings, nor
does it reside (come to pass) beyond a being or beings; (b) hence his use of
the preposition “im” in “eines einzigen im Seienden”. This preposition plays
a significant role at crucial junctures of Heidegger’s thought, for instance
when he speaks of “in-der-Welt-sein”, (“being-in-the world”) or when he
uses the phrase “das Seiende im Ganzen” in order to allude to the situated-
ness of beings within a whole. Considering (a) and (b), our translation of
the phrase “eines einzigen im Seienden” with “that which is sole and unique in
beings” should not be misconstrued as implying that be-ing is a singular
and unique being, or is something that mysteriously prevails amongst
beings, or is something hidden deep within beings. The uniqueness
(Einzigkeit) of be-ing comes from the incomparability of be-ing with a
being or with beings, since both a being as well as beings owe their beingness
to be-ing. It is to reflect this incomparability of be-ing that we say for “eines
einzigen im Seienden” “that which is sole and unique in beings”.

The other phrase that plays a significant role throughout Mindfulness
and must be brought into English with a great deal of care, is the phrase
“das Seiende im Ganzen”. With one single exception (see below), this phrase
has not so far received an appropriate rendition in the English translations
of Heidegger's works. Indeed, the prevailing rendition of this phase
with “beings as a whole” is so misleading that it blocks an adequate
understanding of Heidegger's thought in general. Considering
Heidegger's hermeneutic-phenomenological finding that beings are
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always already situated within a whole (see his “being-in the world” as a
case in point), the phrase “das Seiende im Ganzen” should be brought into
English with “beings in a whole” and not with “beings as a whole”.
Accordingly, we translated this phrase with “beings in a whole” and in
order to point to the technical nature of this phrase we placed it between
inverted commas.

The first and the last translator who correctly grasped the significance of
the preposition “im” in the phrase “das Seiende im Ganzen” was William J.
Richardson, who in his Heidegger Through Phenomenology to Thought
accounted for this “im” by translating the phrase “das Seiende im Ganzen”
with “beings-in-the-ensemble”.'* The advantage that Richardson’s
rendition has over the prevailing rendition, namely “beings as a whole”, is
the fact that he clearly sees that at stake in this phrase is the situatedness
of beings — any being, be it a tool, a human being or a god — within a
whole. It is with the phrase “being-in-the world”, that Heidegger for the
first time makes a decisive allusion to this situatedness. Being aware of
the fact that this situatedness is what counts, Richardson rendered the
German preposition “im” with the English preposition “in” and brought
“das Seiende im Ganzen” into English with “beings-in-the ensemble”. Even
though Richardson’s choice of “ensemble” for “Ganzes” is a poor choice
because ensemble implies a human contrivance of putting something
together and assembling it, his choice of “in” as a rendition of Heidegger’s
“im” is an excellent choice since it precisely reflects the hermeneutic-
phenomenological insight into the situatedness of beings within a pre-
given whole. Is it perhaps the epistemology of analytic philosophy that
hinders other translators of Heidegger from “seeing” the situatedness
of beings within a whole and blinds them to the insight that there are
no beings in isolation from a whole? How else is one to understand
and assess the mistranslation of the “im” — how else is one to grasp the
fact that “beings as a whole” translates “das Seiende als Ganzes” and not
Heidegger’s “das Seiende im Ganzen” — other than look in the direction of
that epistemology?

IV. Unnamed Sources in Mindfulness

In Mindfulness every detail counts, particularly those that concern the
dialogue that Heidegger carries out with a number of named or unnamed
historical figures. Often a proper grasping of what Heidegger says — about
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modernity for example - depends on knowing how certain words or
phrases are to be understood in relation to the historical figures to which
those words and phrases refer. A case in point is the phrase “organic
construction” that first appears near the end of section 10, and then in
other sections of Mindfulness such as section 64. Near the end of section 10
Heidegger points out that Ernst Jiinger

thinks planetarily (noteconomically, not societally, not “politically”) the gestalt
of the “worker” in whom the modern humanity becomes a permanent member
of the “organic construction” of “beings in the whole”. (Mindfulness, 21)

The reader unfamiliar with Ernst Jiinger’s Der Arbeiter [The Worker] will
probably be in a better position to understand why Heidegger can say
that Jiinger thinks the “worker” planetarily as the gestaltin whom modern
humanity becomes a permanent member of the “organic construction” of
“beings in a whole” if the reader takes into account what Heidegger says
about “organic construction” in volume 90 of his Gesamtausgabe entitled
Zur Ernst Jiinger.

As a response to such a need, in what follows we list the number of
the volumes of the Gesamtausgabe in which the reader may find a more
elaborate treatment of certain words, concepts and phrase that appear in
Mindfulness. This list does not claim to be complete; it is offered here only
asahelpin need.

For “organic”, “organic construction”, “heroism”, “heroic realism”: GA
90.

For “life”, “all life”, “chaos”, “values”, “becoming”: GA43, GA 44, GA46,
GA 47, GA48,GA 50, and GA 87.

For “real ontology”, “realistic ontology”, “critical ontology”: GA 2.

For “encompassing”: GA 9, GA 65.

For “sacrifice”: GA 65.

For “the new awakening”: GA 16.

For “love of wisdom”: GA 9.

Moreover, a few passages in Mindfulness become more graspable in
the light of the fact that in those passages Heidegger has some of his
contemporaries and their works in mind, although none is mentioned
explicitly in Mindfulness. A case in point is what Heidegger says in the
following passage:
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The subsequent scholarly exploitation of this Nietzschean thought that
originates in Nietzsche’s reversal of Platonism, for the purpose of playing
certain “categorial” games with the “layers of being” and the like is meaningless
and can never render the deciding question discernible. (Mindfulness, 167)

Unless the reader is aware of the fact that words and phrases such as
“categorial” and “layers of being” refer to Nicolai Hartmann's Au fbau der
realen Welt, the reader will be hard put to fully grasp this passage. In
similar vein, only when the reader knows that Nicolai Hartmann in his
Zur Grundlegung der Ontologie refers to the question of being and criticizes
this question, will the reader understand the passage in which Heidegger
alludes to those who ascribe to this question their own preconceived
ideas. The passage in question is the following:

Therefore, it is only an illusion when out of “one’s” heedless opinion
“one” ascribes “one’s” own meaning to the phrase, the “question of being”.
(Mindfulness, 301)

Furthermore, the phrase “enlargement of the stock of categories” would
probably be incomprehensible to the reader unless in reading the follow-
ing passage he bears in mind that it was Nicolai Hartmann who, with
his Metaphysik der Erkenntnis, fostered a metaphysical critique of “under-
standing of being” which ended up with rejecting this “understanding” on
the ground that it does not contribute to the “enlargement of the stock of
categories”. The passage in question reads:

Thus addressing the “understanding of being” would mean returning to the
“anthropological” and so to the one-sidedly grasped conditions for the
enactment of thinking - roughly put, would amount to a “psychology” of
metaphysics and so would prove to be anything but a contribution to the
enlargement of the stock of categories.” (Mindfulness, 187)

V. Technical Aspects of the Translation

(1) Layout

In each of its pages this translation reproduces the layout of the original
German. All paragraphs, all indentations and spacings are exactly the
same as they appear in the original German text. It should be noted that

XXXVi



TRANSLATORS’ FOREWORD

the layout of the original German text had to be retained because the
diction of the original text requires this layout.

(2) Double Quotation Marks and Single Quotation Marks:

Except when placed around “saying”, double quotation marks in this
translation are Heidegger’s own. All single quotation marks ~ the so-called
inverted commas-are translators’. Thus we place between single quotation
marks words and phases that because of their technical nature need to be
singled out. Just to give a few examples we should mention ‘in-between’,
‘t/here’, ‘history’, ‘historical’ (as differentiated from Geschichte, see above),
‘the ones to come’, ‘beings in a whole’, ‘going under’, ‘un-ownmost’.

(3) [Italics

With a few exceptions all italics are Heidegger’s. However, being part of
the translation process, we have on occasion used a few italics of our own.

(4) Parentheses and Square Brackets

All parentheses are Heidegger’s, while all square brackets are translators’.
To avoid confusing translators’ additions to the text with editor’s foot-
notes (which in the original German text are also placed between square
brackets) editor’s footnotes are placed between braces { }. In this foreword
as well as throughout Mindfuiness the abbreviation G followed by a page
number and placed within a square bracket indicates the pagination of the
original German text.

(5) Footnotes

All footnotes and cross-references in this translation are identical to those
in the original German text. There are no translators’ footnotes.

(6) Works Cited

Except for Contributions to Philosophy (From Enowning), the titles 